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DETAILED ACTION 
Status of Application 

1 . This communication is in response to the application filed by the applicants on December 
22, 2000. As of the date of this communication, the applicants have filed no Information 
Disclosure Statement (EDS). Claims 1-53 are pending and have been examined. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 6 is objected to because of the following informalities: There are two occurrences 
of Claim 6. Appropriate correction is required. 

For the purposes of examination, the second occurrence of Claim 6 will be referred to as 
"the second occurrence of Claim 6." 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-4, 6(second occurrence)- 13, 15 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over US Patent Number 5,748,907 to Crane in view of US Patent Number 
6,604,084 to Powers. 

Crane is directed towards an automatic interactive dynamic real-time management system 
for a medical facility and business. Powers is directed towards a system and method for 
generating an evaluation in a performance evaluation system. The performance evaluation 
system can be used in a business or other organization (Col. 1, Ln. 34-35). 
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As per claim 1, which is directed towards a method for analyzing productivity of a 
medical resource, Crane teaches electronically directing client data transmitted from a remote 
interface to a analysis system via a network, wherein the analysis system is configured to 
evaluate a plurality of medical resources associated with at least one of a plurality of modalities, 
the client data comprising operation data relating to a medical system employed at a medical 
facility and analyzing the data with an analysis system (Master Processor) (101) (Figure 1, Col. 
3, Ln. 59-Col.4, Ln. 6; Col. 6, Ln. 56-Col. 7, Ln. 3; Col. 7, Ln. 50-59; Col. 8, Ln. 51-67). 

Crane fails to teach that the analysis system analyzes the data for productivity and also 
fails to teach providing a productivity analysis report to the client via the network, the 
productivity analysis report allowing the client to evaluate medical resource productivity at the 
medical facility; however these features are well known in the art as evidenced by Powers (Col. 
3, Ln. 42-Col. 4, Ln. 25) which teaches analyzing data for productivity and generating reports. 
At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
modify the system of Crane and add the productivity analysis system as taught in Powers in 
order to obtain an improved performance evaluation system that can automatically be generated 
for disparate groups and different performance areas (Col. 2, Ln. 5-12). 

As per claim 2, in Crane the data is directed over the Internet (Col. 5, Ln. 42). 

As per claim 3, in Powers forms are provided to enter the data (Figure 4 and Col. 8, Ln. 
15-25). At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to add a forms generating feature in the system of Crane to provide the user with a 
more interactive and customized means to enter data. 
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As per claim 4, in Powers a form field is used providing for selecting the medical system 
(company) (Figure 4). At the time of the invention, one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to provide a form field in the system of Crane for specifying the medical system 
(company) in order to provide the user with a means of specifying a broad range of data sets 
from various companies or medical entities that could be analyzed for efficiency. 

As per claims 6 (second occurrence)-9, in Crane comprises data input means for entering 
the recited types of data (Col. 7, Ln. 50-59; Col. 12, Ln. 27-58 and Col. 14, Ln. 27-41). 

As per claim 10, Crane teaches the step of receiving data from a plurality of medical 
systems comprising multiple medical imaging (testing) systems (Figure 1). Crane teaches the 
step of selecting at least one medical system (Figure 4, Col. 8, Ln. 15-25) (motivation noted in 
the paragraph for Claim 4 above). 

As per claim 11, Crane teaches the step of receiving medical procedure statistics (test 
results) at least partially related to the medical system (Figure 1 and Col. 14, Ln. 56-65). 

As per claim 12, in Crane the step of receiving medical procedure statistics comprises 
receiving a mix of medical procedures provided at the medical facility (Figure 1 and Col. 12, Ln. 
45-64). 

As per claim 13, in Crane the step of analyzing the client data comprises searching a 
medical resource database and accessing medical system statistics (Col. 17, Ln. 44-50). 

As per claim 15, in Powers the productivity (efficiency) analysis is provided via a remote 
interface (Col. 2, Ln. 58-67 and Col. 4, Ln. 6-25). (The motivation for adding the productivity 
analysis feature is found in the paragraph for the rejection of Claim 1). 
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As per claim 18, in Powers the productivity analysis report comprises a graphical 
illustration of the medical resource productivity at the medical facility (Col. 4, Ln. 26-37). At 
the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
modify the system of Crane and add a graphic illustration feature in order to provide the user 
with a visual means of understanding and comprehending the productivity analysis. 
5. Claims 19-21, 24-26 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over US Patent Number 5,748,907 to Crane in view of US Patent Number 6,604,084 to Powers. 

Crane is directed towards an automatic interactive dynamic real-time management system 
for a medical facility and business. Powers is directed towards a system and method for 
generating an evaluation in a performance evaluation system. The performance evaluation 
system can be used in a business or other organization (Col. 1, Ln. 34-35). 

As per claim 19, which is directed towards a system for analyzing productivity of a 
medical resource, Crane teaches a remote interface configured for exchanging information an 
analysis system (Master Processor- 101) via a network, the remote interface having a means for 
transmitting client data comprising medical procedure data associated with a medical system 
(Figure 1, Col. 3, Ln. 59-Col.4, Ln. 6; Col. 6, Ln. 56-Col. 7, Ln. 3; Col. 7, Ln. 50-59; Col. 8, Ln. 
51-67). 

Crane fails to teach that the analysis system comprises a productivity analysis system and 
fails to teach using a form for the data input means; however these features are well-known in 
the art as evidenced by Powers. Powers (Col. 3, Ln. 42-Col. 4, Ln. 25) which teaches analyzing 
data for productivity and generating reports. At the time the invention was made, one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to modify the system of Crane and add the 
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productivity analysis system as taught in Powers in order to obtain an improved performance 
evaluation system that can automatically be generated for disparate groups and different 
performance areas (Col. 2, Ln. 5-12). Also, in Powers forms are provided to enter the data 
(Figure 4 and Col. 8, Ln. 15-25). At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the 
art would have been motivated to add a forms generating feature in the system of Crane to 
provide the user with a more interactive and customized means to enter data. 

As per claim 20, in Crane the data is directed over the Internet (Col. 5, Ln. 42). 

As per claims 21 and 24-26, in Powers a form field is provided for selecting the medical 
system (company) (Figure 4). At the time of the invention, one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to provide a form field in the system of Crane for specifying the medical 
system (company) in order to provide the user with a means of specifying a broad range of data 
sets from various companies or medical entities that could be analyzed for efficiency. Crane 
teaches the step of receiving data from a plurality of medical systems comprising multiple 
medical imaging (testing) systems (Figure 1). Crane teaches the step of selecting at least one 
medical system (Figure 4, Col. 8, Ln. 15-25). Crane also comprises data input means for 
entering the other recited types of data (Col. 7, Ln. 50-59, Col. 12, Ln. 27-58 and Col. 14, Ln. 
27-41). 

As per claim 28, in Powers the medical resources database has operating statistics for the 
medical system, the medical resource database being accessible by the productivity analysis 
system (Master Processor- 101) (Figure 1; Col. 14, Ln. 62-65 and Col. 17, Ln. 44-50). 
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6. Claims 31-34 and 36-38 are rejected under are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US Patent Number 5,748,907 to Crane in view of US Patent Number 
6,604,084 to Powers. 

Crane is directed towards an automatic interactive dynamic real-time management system 
for a medical facility and business. Powers is directed towards a system and method for 
generating an evaluation in a performance evaluation system. The performance evaluation 
system can be used in a business or other organization (Col. 1, Ln. 34-35). 

As per claim 31, which is directed towards a productivity tool for analyzing productivity 
of a medical resource, Crane teaches a remote interface configured for exchanging information 
an analysis system (Master Processor-101) via a network, the remote interface having a means 
for transmitting client data comprising medical procedure data associated with a medical system 
(Figure 1, Col. 3, Ln. 59-Col.4, Ln. 6; Col. 6, Ln. 56-Col. 7, Ln. 3; Col. 7, Ln. 50-59; Col. 8, Ln. 
51-67). 

Crane also teaches a medical resource database accessible by the analysis system, the 
medical resource database having operating statistics for a plurality of medical resources (Col. 
14, Ln. 63-65 and Col. 17, Ln. 44-49). 

Crane fails to teach that the analysis system comprises a productivity analysis system and 
fails to teach using a form for the data input means; however these features are well-known in 
the art as evidenced by Powers. Powers (Col. 3, Ln. 42-Col. 4, Ln. 25) which teaches analyzing 
data for productivity and generating reports. At the time the invention was made, one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to modify the system of Crane and add the 
productivity analysis system as taught in Powers in order to obtain an improved performance 
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evaluation system that can automatically be generated for disparate groups and different 
performance areas (Col. 2, Ln. 5-12). Also, in Powers a form field is used providing for 
selecting the medical system (company) (Figure 4). At the time of the invention, one of ordinary 
skill in the art would have been motivated to provide a form field in the system of Crane for 
specifying the medical system (company) in order to provide the user with a means of specifying 
a broad range of data sets from various companies or medical entities that could be analyzed for 
efficiency. 

As per claim 32, the remote interface in Crane comprises a server to communicate 
between the remote interface and the productivity analysis system via the network (Col. 5, Ln. 
42). 

As per claims 33-34 and 36-37, in Powers a form field is provided for selecting the 
medical system (company) (Figure 4). At the time of the invention, one of ordinary skill in the 
art would have been motivated to provide a form field in the system of Crane for specifying the 
medical system (company) in order to provide the user with a means of specifying a broad range 
of data sets from various companies or medical entities that could be analyzed for efficiency. 
Crane teaches the step of receiving data from a plurality of medical systems comprising multiple 
medical imaging (testing) systems (Figure 1). Crane teaches the step of selecting at least one 
medical system (Figure 4, Col. 8, Ln. 15-25). Crane also comprises data input means for 
entering the other recited types of data (Col. 7, Ln. 50-59, Col. 12, Ln. 27-58 and Col. 14, Ln. 
27-41). 
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As per claim 38, in Crane the step of receiving medical procedure statistics comprises 
receiving a mix of medical procedures provided at the medical facility (Figure 1 and Col. 12, Ln. 
45-64). 

7. Claims 41-53 is rejected under are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over US Patent Number 5,748,907 to Crane in view of US Patent Number 6,604,084 to Powers 
and in view of US Patent Number 6,314,565 to Kenner. 

Crane is directed towards an automatic interactive dynamic real-time management system 
for a medical facility and business. Powers is directed towards a system and method for 
generating an evaluation in a performance evaluation system. The performance evaluation 
system can be used in a business or other organization (Col. 1, Ln. 34-35). Kenner is directed 
towards a system and method for automated identification, retrieval, and installation of 
multimedia software components. 

As per claim 41, which is directed towards a method for analyzing productivity of a 
medical resource, Crane teaches the steps of electronically directing client data transmitted from 
a remote interface to a analysis system via a network, wherein the analysis system is configured 
to evaluate a plurality of medical resources associated with at least one of a plurality of 
modalities, the client data comprising operation data relating to a medical system employed at a 
medical facility and analyzing the data with an analysis system (Master Processor) (101) (Figure 
1, Col. 3, Ln. 59-Col.4, Ln. 6; Col. 6, Ln. 56-Col. 7, Ln. 3; Col. 7, Ln. 50-59; Col. 8, Ln. 51-67). 

Crane fails to teach that the analysis system analyzes the data for productivity and also 
fails to teach providing a productivity analysis report to the client via the network, the 
productivity analysis report allowing the client to evaluate medical resource productivity at the 
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medical facility; however these features are well known in the art as evidenced by Powers (Col. 
3, Ln. 42-Col. 4, Ln. 25) which teaches analyzing data for productivity and generating reports. 
At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
modify the system of Crane and add the productivity analysis system as taught in Powers in 
order to obtain an improved performance evaluation system that can automatically be generated 
for disparate groups and different performance areas (Col. 2, Ln. 5-12). Powers teaches the step 
of transmitting the productivity analysis report to the client via the network (Figure 1 and Col. 3, 
Ln. 43-Col. 4, Ln. 25). At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would . 
have been motivated to add a report transmitting feature to the system of Crane in order to 
provide the user with a means of viewing the report. 

Crane and Powers fail to teach the step of generating a productivity analysis report 
comprising a productivity comparison of the medical system and a proposed upgrade system for 
the medical facility; however, this feature (software upgrade comparison) is known in the prior 
art as evidenced by Kenner. Kenner teaches a procedure which allows a user to compare two or 
more versions of software so that the user can see the enhancements (evaluate the benefits) 
(enhancements are improvements in productivity) of the software (Col. 4, Ln. 54-Col. 5, Ln. 7). 
At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
modify the system of Crane in view of Powers by adding the software upgrade comparison 
feature as taught in Kenner in order to provide the user with a means of comparing two versions 
of software to determine which version would achieve the optimum productivity (as recited in 
Kenner) (Col. 4, Ln. 54-63). 
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As per claim 42, in Crane the step of electronically directing via the network comprises 
electronically directing via the Internet (Col. 5, Ln. 42). 

As per claims 43, 45-47, in Powers a form field is providing for selecting the medical 
system (company) (Figure 4). At the time of the invention, one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to provide a form field in the system of Crane for specifying the medical 
system (company) in order to provide the user with a means of specifying a broad range of data 
sets from various companies or medical entities that could be analyzed for efficiency. Crane 
comprises data input means for entering the recited types of data (Col. 7, Ln. 50-59; Col. 12, Ln. 
27-58 and Col. 14, Ln. 27-41). Crane teaches the step of receiving data from a plurality of 
medical systems comprising multiple medical imaging (testing) systems (Figure 1). Crane 
teaches the step of selecting at least one medical system (Figure 4, Col. 8, Ln. 15-25). In 
addition, Kenner allows the user to view a comparison of multiple software upgrades (Col. 4, 
Ln. 54-Col. 5, Ln. 7). 

Powers teaches the concept of data entry fields (as noted above), but does not teach a data 
entry field for selecting an upgrade system for a productivity comparison. However, as noted 
above, Kenner allows a user to compare various versions of software. At the time invention was 
made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to modify the form in Powers to 
include a form field for selecting an upgrade software system in order to allow the user to control 
which software versions they wanted to compare in the productivity analysis. (Moreover, 
Powers suggests customizing the tables in order to meet the needs of an enterprise (Col. 5, Ln. 
66-Col. 6, Ln. 5). 
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As per claims 44 and 5 1 , in Kenner the user can compare several upgrade systems (Col. 
4, Ln. 54-58). The motivation for this modification is noted above in the rejection for Claim 41. 

As per claims 48-49, in Crane the step of receiving medical procedure statistics 
comprises receiving a mix of medical procedures provided at the medical facility (Figure 1 and 
Col. 12, Ln. 45-64). 

As per claim 50, in Crane the step of analyzing the client data comprises searching a 
medical resource database and accessing medical system statistics (Col. 17, Ln. 44-50). 

As per claim 52, in Kenner the software version comparison feature allows the user to 
learn how their systems will be enhanced (an indicator) by the upgrades (Col. 4, Ln. 54-58). The 
motivation for this modification is noted above in the rejection for Claim 41. 

As per claim 53, in Kenner the user has the option to purchase the proposed upgrade 
system (Col. 4, Ln. 65-Col. 5, Ln. 7). 

8. Claims 5-6, 14, and 16-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Crane and Powers as applied to Claims 3-4, 13 and 1, above, respectively and in further view of 
Kenner. 

As per claims 5-6, 14 and 16, Crane and Powers fail to teach the step of generating a 
productivity analysis report comprising a productivity comparison (based on the selection of 
multiple medical systems (software versions)) of the medical system and a proposed upgrade 
system for the medical facility; however, this feature (software upgrade comparison) is known in 
the prior art as evidenced by Kenner. Kenner teaches a procedure which allows a user to 
compare two or more versions of software (by selecting multiple software versions (systems) for 
productivity comparison) so that the user can see the enhancements (evaluate the benefits) 
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(enhancements are improvements in productivity) of the software (Col. 4, Ln. 54-Col. 5, Ln. 7). 
At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
modify the system of Crane in view of Powers by adding the software upgrade comparison 
feature as taught in Kenner in order to provide the user with a means of comparing two versions 
of software to determine which version would achieve the optimum productivity (as recited in 
Kenner) (Col. 4, Ln. 54-63). 

Powers does not teach a data entry field for selecting an upgrade system for a 
productivity comparison. However, as noted above, Kenner allows a user to compare various 
versions of software. At the time invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to modify the form in Powers to include a form field for selecting an upgrade 
software system in order to allow the user to control which software versions they wanted to 
compare in the productivity analysis. (Moreover, Powers suggests customizing the tables in 
order to meet the needs of an enterprise (Col. 5, Ln. 66-Col. 6, Ln. 5). 

As per claim 17, in Kenner the software version comparison feature allows the user to 
learn how their systems will be enhanced (an indicator) by the upgrades (Col. 4, Ln. 54-58). The 
motivation for this modification is noted above in the paragraph for the rejection for Claim 16 
above). 

9. Claims 22-23 and 29-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Crane and Powers as applied to Claims 19, 21 and 19 above, respectively, and in further view of 
Kenner. 

As per claims 22-23 and 29, Crane and Powers fail to teach the step of generating a 
productivity analysis report comprising a productivity comparison of the medical system and a 
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proposed upgrade system for the medical facility; however, this feature (software upgrade 
comparison) is known in the prior art as evidenced by Kenner. Kenner teaches a procedure 
which allows a user to compare two or more versions of software (by selecting multiple software 
versions (systems) for productivity comparison) so that the user can see the enhancements 
(evaluate the benefits) (enhancements are improvements in productivity) of the software (Col. 4, 
Ln. 54-Col. 5, Ln. 7). At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to modify the system of Crane in view of Powers by adding the software 
upgrade comparison feature as taught in Kenner in order to provide the user with a means of 
comparing two versions of software to determine which version would achieve the optimum 
productivity (as recited in Kenner) (Col. 4, Ln. 54-63). 

Powers does not teach a data entry field for selecting an upgrade system for a 
productivity comparison. However, as noted above, Kenner allows a user to compare various 
versions of software. At the time invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to modify the form in Powers to include a form field for selecting an upgrade 
software system in order to allow the user to control which software versions they wanted to 
compare in the productivity analysis. (Moreover, Powers suggests customizing the tables in 
order to meet the needs of an enterprise (Col 5, Ln. 66-Col. 6, Ln. 5). 

As per claim 30, in Kenner the software version comparison feature allows the user to 
learn how their systems will be enhanced (an indicator) by the upgrades (Col. 4, Ln. 54-58). The 
motivation for this modification is noted above in the paragraph for the rejection for Claim 16 
above). 
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10. Claims 35 and 39-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Crane and Powers as applied to Claims 33 and 39 above, respectively, and in further view of 
Kenner. 

As per claims 35 and 39, Crane and Powers fail to teach the step of generating a 
productivity analysis report comprising a productivity comparison of the medical system and a 
proposed upgrade system for the medical facility; however, this feature (software upgrade 
comparison) is known in the prior art as evidenced by Kenner. Kenner teaches a procedure 
which allows a user to compare two or more versions of software (by selecting multiple software 
versions (systems) for productivity comparison) so that the user can see the enhancements 
(evaluate the benefits) (enhancements are improvements in productivity) of the software (Col. 4, 
Ln. 54-Col. 5, Ln. 7). At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to modify the system of Crane in view of Powers by adding the software 
upgrade comparison feature as taught in Kenner in order to provide the user with a means of 
comparing two versions of software to determine which version would achieve the optimum 
productivity (as recited in Kenner) (Col. 4, Ln. 54-63). 

Powers does not teach a data entry field for selecting an upgrade system for a 
productivity comparison. However, as noted above, Kenner allows a user to compare various 
versions of software. At the time invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to modify the form in Powers to include a form field for selecting an upgrade 
software system in order to allow the user to control which software versions they wanted to 
compare in the productivity analysis. (Moreover, Powers suggests customizing the tables in 
order to meet the needs of an enterprise (Col. 5, Ln. 66-Col. 6, Ln. 5). 
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As per claim 40, in Kenner the software version comparison feature allows the user to 
learn how their systems will be enhanced (an indicator) by the upgrades (Col. 4, Ln. 54-58). The 
motivation for this modification is noted above in the paragraph for the rejection for Claim 16 
above). 

1 1 . Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Crane in view of 
Powers as applied to Claim 19 above. 

Crane and Powers fail to teach the step wherein the client data comprises a medical 
procedure mix illustrating proportionality of medical procedures provided by the medical 
facility; however, this feature, per se is well known in the art and the examiner takes Official 
Notice. At the time of the invention, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
add proportionality data to the combined system of Crane and Powers in order to provide the 
analysis system with a better indication of what types of equipment (or facilities) in the medical 
system had the highest or greatest usage (this would aide the analysis system in its productivity 
analysis of the components of the medical system). 

Further, since the knowledge and generation of proportionality data, in general, has 
clearly existed in the art prior to Applicant's claimed invention and the courts have held that even 
if a patent does not specifically disclose a particular element, said element being within the 
knowledge of a skilled artisan, the patent taken in combination with that knowledge, would put 
the artisan in possession of the claimed invention. In re Graves, 36 USPQ 2d 1697 (Fed. Cir. 
1995). 
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Conclusion 



12. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

US Patent Application Publication 2002/0077849 to Baruch is directed towards a system 
and method for improving the efficiency of health care. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Robert W. Morgan whose telephone number is (703) 605-4441. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. Mon - Fri. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Thomas can be reached on (703) 305-9588. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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